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Abstract 
This article is based on a web survey of on-line and print translations into 
English of poetry by writers from Bosnia since the 1992-1995 war. Combining 
insights from Actor Network Theory, Activity Theory and Goffman’s Social 
Game Theory, it examines the relationships between human and textual agents in 
the production of poetry translations. It maps these relationships onto agents’  
geographic ‘positionality’. Among the findings are:  
(1) Poetry translation is produced by networks of agents working across a 
‘distributed’ space. This implies that it is simplistic to conceptualise literary 
translation in terms of one agent’s loyalty to one cultural space.  
(2) Translators often carry less power in a production network than an 
anthology/journal editor or a living source poet. 
(3) Networks involving players from source-language regions working in 
a target-language country are particularly effective in publication terms. 
 
1 Introduction 
This article looks at agencies of poetry translation in the ex-Yugoslav 
cultural space (see Figure 1). It analyses how poetry by writers from Bosnia 
and Herzegovina (Bosnia for short) has been translated into English since the 
1992-1995 war. It focuses not on textuality and theme, but on who interacts 
where with whom in order to bring translated poetry to readers. 
Poetry counts in this cultural space. Folk lyrics and epics collected by 
Vuk Karadžić in the 19
th century laid a basis for the Serbian variety of its main 
language, which I call Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian (or BCS for short)1. And his 
namesake Radovan Karadžić, leader of the Serb rebels in the Bosnian war and 
now under indictment for genocide, prides himself as a poet.  
 
                                               
1 Known in Yugoslav times as one language, Serbo-Croat, with various regional varieties, its 
name now depends on the speaker’s identity. Thus Croats call it Croatian, those who believe in 
the integrity of the Bosnian state call it Bosnian, etc. Likewise, my use of BCS perhaps betrays 
a certain jugonostalgija. 
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Figure 1  The Yugoslav successor states in 1996 (sketch map) 
 
Many readers of this article can still picture the latter Karadžić, for the 
Bosnian conflict was played out in front of the world’s media, with news 
services running daily reports from a Sarajevo under siege from his rebels. For 
many intellectuals outside the former Yugoslavia, this international attention 
also led to an engagement with Bosnian culture. This engagement was 
informed largely by opposition to the ethno-nationalist aims and brutal 
methods of the Bosnian Serb (and Bosnian Croat) rebels, and by support for an 
“anti-nationalist” ethic of inter-communal tolerance (Jones and Arsenijević 
2005). As BCS has few non-native readers, translation into globalized 
languages such as English helped enable this engagement. 
Since the December 1995 peace treaty, international concern with Bosnia 
has waned. But though conditions have improved enormously, Bosnia is still a 
fragile state. Surviving tensions between its three main ethno-religious groups 
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(Bosniak/Muslim, Croat/Catholic and Serb/Orthodox), legitimated by partition 
into two largely ethnically-defined ‘entities’ (Figure 1), still present challenges 
to building a viable polity based on civil-society values. Plus high 
unemployment and the fact that many former refugees still live in diaspora 
deprive the country of a sound economic base. Post-war Bosnia, therefore, is 
no less deserving of international attention and engagement, for which 
translation can act as a crucial conduit. And as poetry, particularly in the ex-
Yugoslav space, is highly valued and often given the status of representing a 
country’s wider literary culture, examining poetry translation production can 
act as a litmus strip for examining how post-war Bosnia is internationalized via 
translation.  
For reasons such as these, this article surveys the post-war translation of 
Bosnian poetry into English. Its central assumption is that translations are 
instigated and produced not by a lone translator, but by a network of ‘agents’. 
These may be texts or people: a canonical source text, a translator, target-draft-
readers and a publisher, for example (Buzelin 2004: 739). Two sets of 
questions are focused on. One concerns ‘agency’, i.e. who/what acts on 
whom/what, and how: 
· Who or what are the main agents involved in producing published 
English translations of work by Bosnian poets?  
· How do the agents interact?  
 Another concerns ‘positionality’, i.e. where agents’ allegiance lies (Toury 
1980, in Tymoczko 2003: 184): 
· What is each agent’s region of origin, and where are they acting?  
Answers to these questions are important to chroniclers of post-Yugoslav 
culture. But for translation scholars, a final question remains: 
· How far are this study’s findings specific to Bosnian-English translation, 
and how far might they apply to poetry translation between other non-
globalized and globalized languages? 
 
2 Agency, embassy networks, cultures 
1  Agency in translation 
Traditional models of literary translation typically focus on just one 
aspect of translation production: on how the agency of the source text is 
mediated by that of the translator in order to form a third agent, the target text 
(Buzelin 2004: 737-738). Since the ‘cultural turn’ in translation studies during 
the early 1990s, though the translator and his or her text-transformation work 
have remained central to models of translation production, they have been 
analysed in their macro-social context – that is, according to the profiles and 
motivations of the groups represented and affected by translation (see e.g. 
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Gentzler’s 2002 overview). This has in turn allowed a wider range of agents to 
be included in models of translation production. Thus Tymoczko points out 
that seeing the translator as a text-interpreter in a cultural framework enables 
one to view translation as cross-cultural teamwork, rather than restricting 
oneself to the notion of translator as lone artisan (2003: 196-199). And some 
recent scholars have mentioned the role of other actors and processes in 
translation production: Venuti, for example, discusses the macro-social causes 
and effects of publishers’ preferences concerning what translated works they 
are willing to commission or publish (1995: 19; 1998: 48).  
 
2 Embassy networks 
Until very recently, however, research into translation agency has been 
hampered by the lack of a theoretical model linking the agency of individuals 
with their macro-social context. This missing link, I argue, can be provided by 
combining three models of social interaction: Actor-Network, Activity and 
Game Theory.  
Actor Network Theory models how a project is produced by different 
‘actors’ linked by a ‘network’ of contacts (Latour 1987; Ryder 2003, 2005; 
applied to translation production by Buzelin 2004: 737-740; Buzelin 2005b: 
197; cf. Abdallah 2005). These networks can be mapped graphically. Among 
Actor Network Theory’s principles are: 
· Actors may be people (e.g. source poet, translator, editor, publisher). 
They may also be artefacts, which explains how a source text by a dead 
poet, say, may act as a powerful agent in its own right.  
· Networks develop as existing actors ‘recruit’ new actors into the 
network, by introducing people or producing artefacts. The more 
powerful actors are those who recruit more actors2. 
· Production is a process of negotiation, tension and/or “complicity” 
(Buzelin 2004: 738) between actors, each with their own inputs and 
opinions.  
In Actor Network Theory, a project’s goals are negotiated within the 
network (Buzelin 2005b: 197). But not all goals, are locally negotiated: a sense 
of common purpose, for example, may be what causes a network to form. A 
framework which allows for more complex hierarchies of goal behaviour is 
Activity Theory (Axel 1997; Engeström and Miettinen 1999). This 
distinguishes between: 
                                               
2  Actor-Network theorists distinguish “actors”, who have power in the network, from 
“intermediaries”, who do not. I prefer, however, to see all people and artefacts in the network 
as actors, but with different amounts of power. 
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· the ‘object’3 of the overall ‘activity’ (e.g. for a work of Bosnian poetry to 
be published in English); 
· the underlying ‘motive’ for the ‘activity’ (e.g. to support Bosnian 
culture); 
· the ‘goals’ of the ‘actions’ that make up the ‘activity’ (e.g. to produce a 
target manuscript); 
· the ‘operations’ that enable the ‘actions’ (e.g. translating, consulting draft 
readers). 
Actor Network and Activity Theory powerfully model the particular and 
micro-social: how individuals interact to set and achieve goals. They lack, 
however, clear links with the general and macro-social: what typical patterns 
interactions might fall into, and how the interpersonal network might relate to 
the wider community or society. This is a strength of Game Theory, which sees 
social action as made up of different prototypical ‘games’, each played by 
different ‘parties’ of ‘players’ performing various prototypical roles, with each 
party trying to promote its own set of interests (Goffman 1971; 1970: 86-89; 
applied to translation studies by Wadensjö 1998; Jones 2000). One of 
Goffman’s player roles is that of ‘ambassador’: someone who transmits 
messages between different parties, but who is also empowered to negotiate for 
his or her own party. This has been used to model the poetry translator’s twin 
tasks: as text converter and as representative of source poet or source text 
(Jones 2000: 69). But if translation is carried out not by one player but by a 
network of players (source poet, translator, publisher etc.), this implies that we 
should see these tasks as performed not by one ‘ambassador’, but by a multi-
person ‘embassy’.  
Combining these three models into a single ‘embassy network’ model of 
translation production would arguably combine their explanatory power. This 
would enable the researcher to analyse how people join and act together to 
produce translations, how they are motivated and generate motivations, and 
how they are influenced by and influence social groups outside the immediate 
production network. 
 
3 Parties and cultures 
In literary translation research, translators are often seen as mediating 
between cultures. With concept of ‘party’, Game Theory allows for the fact 
that embassy networks may represent and attempt to influence groups outside 
the network. But does it help the present study to see poetry translation 
                                               
3 As Activity-Theory terms also have common general meanings, they are enclosed in single 
quotes throughout this article. 
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embassies as representing a Bosnian ‘source culture’ and attempting to 
influence an English-language ‘receptor culture’?  
Beginning with the former, some within and outside Bosnia claim there 
is no Bosnian culture to represent, for they see Bosnia as an artificial amalgam 
of three distinct and mutually hostile ethno-religious groups, each with a 
cultural identity (Croat, Serb and Muslim) not specific to Bosnian territory. 
Others within and outside Bosnia see it as having a strong and specific cultural 
‘unity in diversity’ (Mahmutćehajić 2000). This group includes most 
Bosnian→English poetry translation embassies in wartime and immediate post-
war Bosnia (Jones and Arsenijević 2005). This implies that these embassies 
represent two partially overlapping parties. One is the domestic and 
international interest-group that supports a unity-in-diversity model of Bosnian 
culture (Jones and Arsenijević 2005). Yet this very ‘activity motive’ means that 
such embassies also see themselves as representing Bosnian culture as a whole.  
But even if Bosnian culture were less contested, its geographic bounds 
would be hard to draw. On the one hand, personal and cultural contacts within 
the ex-Yugoslav space are frequent, helped by the fact that BCS is the mother 
tongue of most from the region (and that Slovenian and Macedonian are 
closely-related languages). On the other hand, there is a large post-war Bosnian 
diaspora within former Yugoslavia and world-wide. And the latter forms part 
of a wider ex-Yugoslav diaspora dating from before and during the wars of the 
1990s. Thus living in native-English-speaking countries, say, there are 
Bosnians, Croatians and Serbs who write poetry that is translated into English, 
or who translate poetry from BCS into English. 
Nevertheless, it may still be analytically useful to use the label ‘source 
culture’ to denote a cluster of identities and practices linked to the Bosnian 
geographic space – particularly as a poetry translation embassy’s ‘motive’ may 
be to validate this concept. But defining a distinct and bounded receptor culture 
for this study is even more problematic. English’s status not only as the native 
language of many geopolitical spaces, but also as the world’s most widespread 
second and auxiliary language, means that readers of Bosnian poetry in English 
translation may conceivably owe allegiance to any region in the world. 
Including to Bosnia: thus Bosnian readers may buy a Bosnian-English bilingual 
edition of a key Bosnian poetic work because they may see the English text as 
validating their own poet’s global status (Jones 2000: 84-85). Describing the 
party which the embassy communicates to as ‘the receptor culture’, therefore, 
has little explanatory power. Better would be Venuti’s concept of 
‘heterogeneous community’ (2000: 477): all those who read, review, are 
influenced by, or value the target text in question. 
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3 Methods 
1 I am what I research  
This section examines data gathering and analysis methods. First, 
however, we need to discuss the researcher’s involvement in the research 
process. In situations of social conflict and contested values, like 1990s and 
2000s Bosnia, researchers cannot be neutral towards their research material, 
and the researcher’s narrative is just one of the many possible narratives of 
events (Campbell 1998: 34-40). So how can readers gain a reliable picture of 
these events? One answer is to present evidence from multiple sources 
(Abramson 1992: 191-193). Thus this study builds its qualitative analyses, 
where risk of researcher bias is highest, on the base of more objective survey 
data. Another is to let readers know the researcher’s stance and involvement so 
that they can allow for potential bias (Brewer 2003: 261) – which is why I use 
the first person where I feel that these need highlighting. Thus my own stance 
is revealed in this article’s Introduction by my use of emotive words such as 
“brutal” or contested concepts such as “Bosnian culture”. As for my 
involvement, I translate from BCS into English. During the wars of the 
Yugoslav succession, I consciously promoted, via the translation of political 
and poetic works into English, an anti-nationalist ethic of inter-communal 
tolerance both within Bosnia and in the wider ex-Yugoslav space (cf. Jones 
2004). 
Researchers’ involvement in their material need not always be 
problematic, however: it may also form a data source in itself. Thus there is a 
long tradition in poetry translation research of translators examining their own 
working processes (e.g. Bly 1983; Weissbort 1989, 2004). I follow this 
tradition by using my own insider knowledge to flesh out outsider data from 
bibliographic research.  
 
2 Data-gathering 
Data for this study was gathered in two phases: searching for relevant 
publications, and reconstructing their agency networks.  
 
1 Publications searches. This first phase generated a bibliographic survey of 
English-language translations of Bosnian poetry published between the war’s 
end and the time of searching, i.e. 1996 to mid-2006. ‘Bosnian poetry’ was 
defined as whole poems originally written in BCS by poets born or bought up 
in Bosnia, whether or not they still lived there. Both print and web publications 
were included, as long as they presented at least one whole poem. Searches 
were exclusively web-based, using three sources: 
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· A general search engine: Google 
(http://www.google.co.uk/advanced_search?hl=en), using the formula 
poetry AND (Bosnia OR Bosnian); 
· An academic search engine: FirstSearch (http://firstsearch.uk.oclc.org), 
using the formula poetry AND Bosnia* AND translat*; 
· A translation-specific database: UNESCO’s Index Translationum 
(http://portal.unesco.org/culture/en/ev.php-URL_ID=7810&URL_DO=
DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html), using the categories FROM 
Bosnian and TO English. 
Searches made in mid-2004 (Jones and Arsenijević 2005: 92-94) were 
replicated in mid-2006. Most data came from the 2006 searches4, but scanning 
the 2004 results added titles that had become less web-visible in the 
intervening period.  
Web searches can generate more data than print searches, and more 
quickly. But, like all bibliography searches, web searches are conditioned by 
where and how they are made (Ó Dochartaigh 2002: 199-201). Thus Google 
can identify both web and print publications (the latter via publishers’ websites, 
for example). But its algorithms, which privilege the most-linked-to sites, will 
favour web-wise print publishers and authoritative web poetry journals, say, 
above printed pamphlets or blogs. Similarly, Index Translationum and 
FirstSearch will bias towards canonical or academically worthy titles. 
Moreover, though all 24 FirstSearch and 13 Index Translationum hits could be 
examined for relevant titles, this was not possible with all 3,830,000 Google 
hits: the 2006 search was halted after 500 hits, when only one hit in 50 was 
adding a new title to the survey.  
Hence this survey tends to privilege the authoritative above the 
ephemeral or idiosyncratic, and cannot claim to be exhaustive. It can, however, 
claim to cover most book publications within the period. And though it can 
only give a sample of web-published translations, these appear representative 
of higher-status sites, which arguably have most international impact. Print 
journals, however, may be under-reported: they accounted for only one of the 
26 titles found, whereas I suspect they might actually have a stronger real-
world presence. 
 
2 Agency data. In the second data-gathering phase, the 26 titles were 
scrutinised for data on agency: who the poet(s), translator(s), editor(s), 
                                               
4 Jones and Arsenijević (2005) and the present study set different parameters. The former 
examines translations and metatexts of and about Bosnia-based poets 1993-2003, and the latter 
translations of Bosnia-based and diaspora poets 1996-2006.  
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publisher(s) and other key agents were, where they were working, who or what 
appeared to initiate the project and how it appeared to come to fruition. Data on 
book projects came from publishers’ websites, the poet’s website (Goran Simić 
only), and the books themselves (where available). Data on web-published 
projects came from the sites themselves. Added information came from my 
own insights as participant in three of the projects (Agee 1998; Dizdar 1999, 
2002).   
 
3 Data analysis 
This also took place in two phases. Firstly, numeric and simple statistical 
analyses of publication-types and key actors were carried out to identify overall 
tendencies. Secondly, the agency data were mapped and interpreted using the 
‘embassy network model’ described above.  
 
4 Quantitative patterns 
1  Publications and poets 
Beginning with quantitative findings, 15 of the 26 publications are paper-
only (all books), 9 web-only, and 2 paper-plus-web (one  journal + web 
extracts, and 1 book + website): see ‘Survey titles’ at the end of this article. 
Overall, they feature 31 named poets and several anonymous ones. Of the 26 
publications, 14 feature a single poet: four a dead poet, and ten a living poet. 
The other twelve publications feature multiple poets. Single-poet publications 
tend to be paper-based, and multi-poet publications to be web-based (Spearman 
correlation ρ .50, 1-tailed significance p .005).  
There are clear differences in agency pattern between ‘single-dead-poet’, 
‘single-living-poet’, and ‘multi-poet’ publications: hence this three-way 
division is the basis of Section 5’s Agency patterns findings below. First, 
however, we look at what quantitative analyses tell us about key agents’ 
positionality.  
 
2  Location 
In this study, positionality is mapped in terms of external ‘location’. The 
various categories of location show both where actors originate from, and 
where they are working during the project. ‘Anglo’ actors are natives of 
Australia, Canada, UK or USA; all in the survey are working in their native 
region. ‘Ex-Yugo’ actors (natives of the Yugoslav successor states), however, 
fall into four categories: Bosnians working in ‘Bosnia’ vs. in the ‘Bosnian 
Diaspora’ (outside Bosnia); and natives of other ex-Yugo regions working in 
their own ‘Other Ex-Yugo’ region vs. the ‘Other Ex-Yugo Diaspora’ (outside 
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former Yugoslavia). Finally, ‘Other’ actors come from and work in other 
regions (e.g. Germany).  
All poets in the survey are Bosnian natives. Of the 31 named source 
poets, eight live in the Bosnian Diaspora (three in Anglo countries and five 
elsewhere), and 23 live or lived in Bosnia. Bosnian-Diaspora poets, however, 
however, have a publication profile out of proportion to their numbers. They 
feature exclusively in 12 of the 26 projects, whereas Bosnia-based poets feature 
exclusively in only 10 projects (the remaining four projects feature both types 
of poet).  
A project may have one or more translators, and translators have a wide 
range of locations. There is a rough balance between projects involving Anglo 
translators and projects involving Ex-Yugo translators (see Figure 2); dominant 
categories are Anglo-only (7), Anglo + Bosnian-Diaspora (7) and Bosnian-
Diaspora-only (5).  
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Figure 2 Translator location 
 
Of the 16 projects which have editors, half have Anglo editors (8) and 
half Ex-Yugo editors (Bosnia 3, Bosnian Diaspora 3, Other-Ex-Yugo Diaspora 
2): see Figure 3.  
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Figure 3 Editor Location 
 
In this study, ‘publisher’ denotes the person(s) responsible for bringing a 
publication to its readers, such as a book publisher, printer, journal editorial 
board, webmaster, etc. Publishers are largely but not exclusively Anglo: 17 of 
the 26 projects have Anglo publishers, and another two have Anglo co-
publishers. 
As for whether certain player roles tend to be in the same location, the 
only significant correlation here is a very strong tendency for editors to be in 
the same location as their publishers (Spearman ρ .88, p .000). 
Though most publishers are Anglo, therefore, the location of other key 
agents in Bosnian poetry translation projects is very varied. And though editors 
and publishers tend to be in the same region, embassy networks tend otherwise 
to be geographically highly ‘distributed’ rather than focused in one location. 
 
5 Agency patterns  
We now look more closely at agency patterns within the three types of 
poetry translation project mentioned earlier: ‘single-dead-poet’, ‘single-living-
poet’, and ‘multi-poet’. Each of the three sub-sections below gives an overview 
of typical actors and their locations for that project type, followed by a case-
study examining one such project in depth. 
 
1   Single-dead-poet projects 
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1 Actors. Single-dead-poet networks have three typical features that distinguish 
them from the other two types. Firstly, they have as prime actor a canonical 
source text that inspires (recruits, in Actor-Network terms) the network’s 
human actors: see Figure 4, which shows how networks of this type are 
typically structured. Though only two of the 31 named poets in the survey were 
dead at the time of publication, they have a relatively high profile, accounting 
for four of the 26 projects overall, with three of the four featuring Bosnia’s 
most celebrated poet Mak Dizdar (1917-1972).  
Secondly, most human power in the network lies in a partnership 
between editor and translator. In two of the four single-dead-poet projects, 
editor and translator are the same person (Bajgorić and Foley 2004, Dizdar 
2006); and a third (Dizdar 1999) was co-initiated by an editor, a translator 
(myself) and a publisher.  
Thirdly, single-dead-poet projects typically have a critical apparatus of 
commentary and notes. As this is supplied (recruited, in Actor Network Theory 
terms) by both editor and translator, it is also an expression of their joint 
network power.  
 
 
Translator 
Editor  book manuscript 
Publisher 
Source work 
book 
Translated poems 
critical apparatus 
Key 
direction of recruitment 
human actor 
non-human actor 
actor 
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Figure 4 Single-dead-poet projects: typical actor network5 
 
2 Location.  Here, only translator location deviates from the overall survey 
picture. In the survey overall, there is a rough balance between Anglo and Ex-
Yugo translators (Figure 2). But with single-dead-poet projects, Anglo 
translators dominate: three projects each have an Anglo translator, and the 
fourth has an Anglo plus a diaspora-Bosnian translator. Recruitment patterns 
discussed above suggest that this is because Anglo translators are more likely 
to be inspired by such works to translate them for publication. The underlying 
reason may be a sense that the wider heterogeneous community prefers native-
writer target-text quality with canonical works. 
 
3 Case study. Figure 5 shows an example of a such a project: the 1999 
bilingual edition of Dizdar’s Kameni spavač / Stone Sleeper, in which I was the 
translator (see Jones 2000 for a detailed account). This project was jointly 
initiated by publisher, editor and translator. In a cellar during a wartime 
bombardment, Sarajevo publisher Edin Mulać and editor Rusmir 
Mahmutćehajić decided that producing a bilingual bibliophile edition of 
Dizdar’s 1973 masterwork would be a valuable way of promoting Bosnian 
culture. When the latter heard that I was already translating the work into 
English, the plan went into full operation. 
Figure 5 accounts for location in two ways. Where in the world the actors 
are operating is shown by the shaded background fields: thus the fact that the 
non-human actor critical apparatus spans the background fields ‘UK’ and 
‘Bosnia’ shows that it is produced in both regions. And the actors’ origins, 
where relevant, are indicated by subscripts: for example, Editor Bosnian.  
 
                                               
5 Format after Abdallah (2005). 
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Figure 5 Dizdar (1999): actor network 
 
Three other players are worth mentioning. One is graphic designer 
Dževad Hozo, recruited by editor Mahmutćehajić to provide illustrations of the 
medieval tombstones which form a key theme of the work (Buturović 2002). 
Two others are the target-draft readers (recruitment shown by dotted arrows): 
Anglo Brian Holton (recruited by myself), who advised on the drafts as English 
poems; and Bosnian Midhat Riđanović (recruited by editor Mahmutćehajić), 
who advised on how well the target drafts reflected the source text. 
Bosnia UK 
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Publisher 
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Source work 
book 
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Bosnian 
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Editor 
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In Activity- and Game-Theory terms, this embassy’s ‘activity object’ (to 
publish Dizdar’s work) had the overt ‘motive’ of supporting an integrationist 
model of Bosnian culture. This also aligned the embassy with a geopolitical 
party: those who supported an integral Bosnian state. This is why copies of the 
final text were purchased by the Bosnian Foreign Ministry, say, to use as 
diplomatic gifts.  
Nevertheless, some underlying ‘actions’ had ‘goals’ that betrayed the 
presence of sub-’motives’ on the part of individual actors – an example of what 
Buzelin describes as the multi-voiced nature of translation networks (2004: 
737-738). Thus when Holton rewrote one English draft poem into his native 
Scots, this was partially inspired by his and my wish to valorize regional 
differences within the target language. This, however, did not conflict with the 
overall project ‘motive’, as a refusal to see difference as threatening is crucial 
to anti-nationalist, integrationist models of Bosnian culture (Mahmutćehajić 
2000: 14-18).  
 
2  Single-living-poet projects  
1 Actors. Of the ten single-living-poet projects, only one (Duraković 1998) has 
a named editor, and translators are rarely given prominence in descriptions of 
the projects. This implies that the source poet is a powerful actor, and often the 
main one. A typical network pattern, therefore, is that shown in Figure 6. Here 
the poet holds most network power in that she or he writes the source poems 
and helps shape the target manuscript, and at the very least liaises (n in Figure 
6) with publisher and translator.  
Of course, some projects may be initiated or co-initiated by a translator – 
particularly, perhaps, if the translator is a target-language poet, as with David 
Harsent’s translations of Goran Simić (1996, 1997). Or by a publisher – 
particularly as single-poet projects tend to be books. And translators and 
publishers are both necessary actors in such projects. Hence they hold at least 
some network power.  
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Figure 6 Single-living-poet projects: typical actor network 
 
2 Location. So where is the source poet, as main actor in this network type, 
located? We have already seen how translated Bosnian-Diaspora poets are 
fewer in number than translated Bosnia-based poets, but feature in more 
publication projects overall (see 3.2 Location above). This disparity is even 
more marked with the ten single-living-poet projects, where eight feature 
Bosnian-Diaspora poets and only two feature Bosnia-based poets. Moreover, 
no fewer than seven of these eight ‘single-diaspora-poet’ projects feature a poet 
living in an Anglo country, and only one a poet living elsewhere (Slovenia: 
Osti, 1999).  
Hence single-living-poet projects, which give individual poets a higher 
profile than multi-poet projects, give disproportional prominence to diaspora 
poets living in Anglo countries. As publishers are also largely Anglo, one 
reason for the diaspora poets’ publishing success might be because they are 
geographically closer to their publishers. Quantitative analysis, however, fails 
to confirm this: correlation between poet and publisher location for single-
living-poet projects is weak and non-significant (ρ 43, p .12). The answer, 
however, may well lie in the fact that five of the eight single-diaspora-poet 
projects involve one poet – Goran Simić, resident in Canada. The other three 
such projects, by contrast, feature three different poets and follow no particular 
location pattern. The diaspora poets’ success, therefore, may well be largely 
due to Goran Simić’s ability to form successful translation production 
networks.  
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3 Case study. This also makes it worth looking closely at a Simić network. 
Figure 7 shows his latest translated work, From Sarajevo with Sorrow (2005).  
 
 
Figure 7 Simić (2005): actor network 
 
The book’s Canadian publisher writes: 
 
When Sprinting from the Graveyard was published in 1997, Goran Simic’s 
poems were severely altered out of the fact that they might offend “Western 
sensibilities”. These newly translated poems restore all that is offensive, 
despairing and necessary to our understanding of war by capturing the poems’ 
original power and humanity.  
(Biblioasis 2006) 
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This implies two separate inputs to translator Amela Simić: the source 
poems which she must retranslate, and David Harsent’s translations of these 
poems in the 1997 volume which she must improve. Unpublished source 
poems written during the siege of Sarajevo, and new source poems written 
about the siege, form a third and a fourth input respectively.  
This also offers a clue to Goran Simić’s apparently rich output: the 2005 
volume is partially based on material from his 1997 book. Similarly, his 2003 
web “Selected poems” merely quotes from his 2003 book Immigrant Blues. In 
Activity and Actor-Network terms, this shows how different ‘activities’ are 
often linked by sharing actors, such as poet or texts, so that not every 
‘operation’ (e.g. writing new source poems) need be repeated in each ‘activity’. 
The actors do not necessarily play the same role in each network, though. Thus 
the Sprinting from the Graveyard book is the outcome of Simić’s 1997 
network, but an initiating actor in his 2005 network.   
 
3  Multi-poet projects 
1 Actors. A key feature of these projects is that an editor typically wields most 
network power: of the 12 multi-poet projects, 11 are instigated or controlled by 
editors. A typical network pattern for multi-poet projects is shown in Figure 8 
(where dotted lines and dotted ovals/rectangles denote optional recruitment 
routes and actors). Here an editor plans (i.e. recruits) an anthology, web journal 
issue, etc. She or he then has two options for recruiting target texts. One is to 
obtain source poems from source poets and send them (or have the poets send 
them) to translators; the translators then produce the translated poems. The 
other is to ask source poets to supply already-translated poems. In the latter 
case, no translator actually participates in the network (as with dead source 
poets, only their texts participate). The editor may also recruit or be recruited 
by a publisher. Alternatively, as multi-poet projects are typically web-based, he 
or she may web-publish the collection him- or herself. 
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Figure 8 Multi-poet projects: typical actor network 
 
The editor, therefore, is the most powerful actor in multi-poet projects, 
with other actors, particularly translators, playing a subsidiary role. Translators, 
for instance, need not participate in the network. And if they do, they carry out 
intermediate-level ‘actions’ that further ‘goals’ (supplying target poems). But, 
unlike the editor, they do not have an overview of the whole ‘activity’ (to 
produce the publication), and are therefore not necessarily motivated by its 
‘object’ (e.g. inter-cultural communication).  
 
2 Location. Key players’ location in multi-poet projects parallels players’ 
location in the survey as a whole: that is, editors tend to be either Anglo or Ex-
Yugo (Figure 3), and to work in the same location as their publishers. 
 
3 Case study. One multi-poet project was published both in paper and web 
form (though the latter is no longer available), and involved both an Anglo and 
an Ex-Yugo editor: Belgrade, Former Yugoslavia and the Body Politic, a 
special issue of Canadian poetry journal Descant (Mulhallen 1996). Published 
just after the Bosnian war, it is worth examining as an example of the 
‘solidarity projects’ typical of the wartime and immediate post-war period.  
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Figure 9 Mulhallen (1996): actor network 
 
The complexity of this project’s agency network (Figure 9) illustrates the 
geographical, political and interpersonal ambitiousness of many such projects. 
Key actors are the two editors, Albahari (working in Serbia and Canada, and 
involved in Bosnia) and Mulhallen (working in Canada). According to 
Mulhallen (1996: web contents page): 
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A meeting in June 1994 between Serbian writer David Albahari and editor Karen 
Mulhallen resulted in a literary swap between two journals, and two cultures. In 
this issue, Descant publishes selections from a leading Belgrade literary review, 
Reč. 
 
The Descant issue, however, is more than a two-country exchange 
between Serbia and Canada.  Along with poems by Canadian poets and 
translated Serbian poems from Reč, it also incorporates translated poems by 
Bosnian poets in Bosnia and Canada. This is noteworthy, for in 1994 the 
Bosnian government was still at war with Bosnian Serb militias sponsored by 
the Serb nationalist regime in Belgrade. Though I have not been able to 
ascertain whether Albahari helped Mulhallen select Bosnian writers for 
Descant, he certainly could have done so, as he had been involved with Bosnia 
via his help in evacuating Sarajevo’s Jewish population earlier in the war. Be 
this as it may, Descant’s placing of Serbian and Bosnian poets side-by-side can 
be seen as an act of anti-nationalist solidarity promoting both Bosnia and the 
former Yugoslav region as a complex but coherent cultural whole.  
Moreover, from 1994 Albahari was himself a member of the ex-Yugo 
diaspora in Canada, as were some of the Bosnian and Serbian poets featured, 
and at least two of the translators (and perhaps three, the fourth being UK-
based). In other words, the complex identities and locations of the actors 
involved (Anglo and Yugo, Bosnian and Serbian, domestic and diaspora), and 
the fact of their working together, supported the ideology inherent in the text 
that they produced – one which declared a global ex-Yugoslav cultural space as 
a space for complex inter-cultural synergies. Here, combining Actor-Network, 
Activity and Game analyses, the actors’ intermediate-level ‘actions’ within the 
network reinforced the embassy game’s overall ‘object’. This was to represent 
a pan-Yugoslav, anti-nationalist, integrationalist party to an English-reading 
heterogeneous community, and to oppose a nationalist party within and outside 
Bosnia which sought to present intra-Yugoslav relations as based on 
irreconcilable enmity. 
 
6 Conclusion 
1  Agency 
In many ways, the present study’s findings about recent Bosnian→ 
English poetry translation reflect those of Actor-Network-based research into 
other translation genres. The present study found that translators are not 
necessarily important actors in their production team: in the multi-poet and 
single-living-poet projects which numerically dominate the Bosnian→English 
poetry translation scene, their power tends to be subservient to that of the editor 
and the source poet respectively. Though these poetry translators are not as 
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powerless as the commercial agency translators surveyed by Abdallah (2005), 
both studies call into question the privileging of the translator’s agency by 
many mainstream translation models. Numbers are not everything, however. 
The few projects where translator agency is the most powerful, the single-dead-
poet group, may also carry extra cultural status because they deal with the 
canonical rather than just the contemporary.   
Not every actor in a translation network has equal external visibility, as 
Venuti famously points out (1995). Nor are the most visible actors necessarily 
the most powerful: Buzelin, for example, mentions the powerful but externally 
invisible role of the chief translation reviser in Canadian English-to-French 
novel production (2005a). Thus, in this study, poets are arguably the most 
visible actors, as their names are displayed most prominently in all the final 
products. But editors carry more network power in multi-poet productions, 
which form the largest single category in numerical terms. 
A crucial assumption of Actor-Network, Activity and Game models, 
however, is that agency lies not so much in individual actors as in the network 
as a whole – in the cooperation between technical communicators and 
translators in producing multilingual car documentation (Göpferich 2005), say. 
Hence who holds more or less power within the network is less important than 
whether the network forms and performs efficiently and effectively. Thus 
Goran Simić’s striking publication record appears due firstly to his ability to 
re-recruit networks on the basis of previous ones (using pre-existing source and 
even target texts, and re-enlisting previous translators such as David Harsent 
and Amela Simić). And secondly to those networks’ effectiveness in bringing 
texts to a reading public. 
 
2  Location 
The location of translation players, i.e. their position in and loyalty to one 
or more geo-cultural spaces, is an important factor in what gets translated, and 
by whom it gets read. By mapping interpersonal networks onto their players’ 
location(s), this study has given useful micro-social insights into key questions 
of ‘positionality’ posed by macro-social approaches to literary translation – 
such as whether translators’ loyalty is to the source or target culture, or to a 
third, in-between space (Tymoczko 2003: 184-186). If we look at the location 
not of the translator but of the whole translation network, then it appears that 
literary translation (or at least, all 26 poetry translation projects in the present 
study) takes place in a ‘distributed space’ that spans several geographic 
regions. This best supports, perhaps, Tymoczko’s view that literary translation 
typically happens in a combined source+target cultural space, rather than in the 
target culture or an in-between space (2003: 195).  
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This distributed space encompasses, but is not restricted to, the source 
writer’s and the translator’s respective birth regions – other regions may be 
involved, as with Bahtijaragić (2004), where the poet lives in Canada and the 
publisher in Germany. Moreover, the diaspora location of many source poets, 
translators and editors implies a double positionality: coming from the ex-Yugo 
cultural space but living and working in Canada, for example. Indeed, Bosnian 
poetry translation networks with key players (such as source poets and editors) 
in diaspora seem particularly effective in producing publications. This is not, it 
seems, because of the players’ proximity to publishers. But it may well be 
helped by the diaspora players’ double location, which enables them to interact 
effectively with three types of player: ex-Yugos ‘back home’, Anglos in 
Canada, say, and other diaspora players like themselves. 
One question remains: are the findings of this study peculiar to the 
Bosnian→English context? To a certain extent, they are. Firstly, this study’s 
‘source-culture’ players are drawn not only from the source region proper 
(Bosnia), but also from a wider linguistic and cultural area (former Yugoslavia) 
which was recently the matrix state of the source region proper. Secondly, the 
existence of a source-culture diaspora as a key factor in poetry translation is to 
a great extent the product of a war characterised by mass expulsion, and of a 
post-war economy that has failed to entice all émigrés to return. Nevertheless, 
few linguistic cultures are restricted to one nation-state; and in an age of global 
mobility, many if not most cultures have a diaspora of writers and translators. 
Thus, in my experience of translating poetry from two other non-globalized 
languages, Dutch→English and Hungarian→English production networks can 
relate to one or more source regions (Netherlands and Flanders, say); they 
span, at the very least, the region of source-poem production and translation 
publication; and they virtually always involve both diaspora and non-diaspora 
players. 
 
3  Networks and textuality  
Deliberately for the sake of analytic clarity, though perhaps perversely in 
terms of giving the whole picture, this study has not looked at other factors that 
may affect published translation production, such as the poetry’s theme, or the 
poetic skill of source poet and translator. It would be interesting, for instance, 
to explore how Goran Simić’s publication success might reflect an efficiency 
not only in setting up translation production networks, but also in re-mining his 
experience of wartime Sarajevo even 10 years after the war’s end (in From 
Sarajevo with Sorrow, for example), and thus in meeting Anglo readers’ 
expectations of Bosnian poetry as war rapportage. Or conversely, how the 
Bosnian location of Abdulah Sidran (probably Bosnia’s most eminent living 
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poet) and his translator might have combined with the low-key, complex, post-
modern content of his verse to restrict his English book-length output to just 
one volume, published by a Sarajevo non-governmental organisation. This, 
however, is the topic of another study.  
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